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DRAFT 05/06/04 


Robert W. Varney 

Regional Administrator 

United States Environmental Protection Agency 

Region I, EPA New England 

One Congress Street, Suite 1100 

Boston, Massachusetts 02 1 14-2023 


Re: 	 Connecticut State Implementation Plan Revisinit 
Limited Maintenance Plansfor the Hartford, the New Haven and the 
Connecticut Portion of the New I'osWNew Jersey/Connecticut Carbon Monoxide 
Maintenance Areas 

Dear Mr. Varney: 

Pursuant to 40 CFR 5 1, Appendix V, Section 2.l(a), I am pleased to submit, on behalf of the 
Connecticut Department of Environmental Protection, an original and five copies of the enclosed 
proposed revision to the Connecticut State Implementation Plan ("SIP") for air quality to address 

-	 attainment planning required by the Clean Air Act (the "Act") for Connecticut's three carbon 
monoxide (llCO1l)attainmedmaintenance areas: Hartford-New Britain-Middletown 
("Hartford"); New Haven-Meriden-Waterbury ("New Haven"); and the Connecticut Portion of 
the New York-Northern New Jersey-Long Island ("Southwest Connecticut") area. 

Pursuant to Section 175A of the Act, EPA approved initial 10-year full maintenance plans for 
each of the three CO areas when EPA redesignated each area as in attainment. These initial 10
year maintenance plans cover the period through 2005 for the Hartford area, 2008 for the New 
Haven area and 2010 for the Southwest Connecticut area. Given the termination of the initial 
maintenance period for the Hartford CO area in 2005, the ileed to estddish maintenance plans for 
the second 10-year period for each of the three areas and the significant decreases in ambient CO 
concentrations monitored throughout Connecticut, EPA recommended that Connecticut consider 
adoption of limited maintenance plans ("LMPs") to replace the remainder of the initial 10-year 
full maintenance plans and cover the second 10-year maintenance plan requirement. 

Acting upon EPA's recommendation, I request that EPA approve the enclosed LMPs for the 
Hartford, New Haven and Southwest Connecticut CO maintenance areas to serve two purposes: 
1) to replace the remainder of the first 10-year maintenance period for each of the three areas and 
2) to satisfy the requirement to submit a plan for approval for the second 10-year period for each 
of the three areas. This submission package includes all elements necessary to satisfy 40 CFR 
5 1, Appendix V, Section 2. 

- Please contact David Wackter of the Department of Environmental Protection at (860) 424-3027 



Robert W. Varney 
- Page 2 

if any further information will assist in the approval of this SIP submittal. Thank you for your 
consideration in this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Arthur J. Rocque, Jr. 
Commissioner 

AJRIMAGlinag 

Enclosures 

cc: Tim Williamson, EPA New England, Acting Air Quality Unit Manager 
David Conroy, EPA New England, Acting Air Program Manager 
Donald Cooke, EPA New England, Air Quality Unit 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 
-

._ 

Carbon monoxide (CO) is a colorless, odorless gas emitted as a product of incomplete oxidation 
from combustion sources. Motor vehicles are the primary source of CO emissions, with additional 
contributions from sources such as residential and commercial boilers, off-road engines, and power 
plants. During the winter, on-road motor vehicles emit over 60 percent of CO emissions in 
Connecticut. The influence of motor vehicles on ambient CO concentrations is dominant because 
vehicle emissions are released near ground level, often in areas where the public can be directly 
exposed. In Connecticut, maximum CO concentrations typically occur during winter in urban areas 
near high volume, congested intersections, where CO emissions are greatest due to the large number 
of vehicles idling or traveling at reduced speeds. 

The acute health effects of CO are fairly well understood. When inhaled, CO is preferentially 
absorbed by the body’s red blood cells in place of oxygen. The initial symptoms of CO poisoning 
include impaired perception, slowed reflexes, and drowsiness. Lack of oxygen places a greater 
burden on the heart due to an increase in the pulmonary rate. Exposure to very high levels of CO 
(not typically found in ambient air) can result in death due to hypoxia. To minimize health impacts, 
the United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has established National Ambient Air 
Quality Standards (NAAQS) for CO at 35 parts per million (ppm) averaged over a 1-hour period and 
9 ppm averaged over an 8-hour period. 

1.1 Clean Air Act Designations for Carbon Monoxide 

Violations of the 8-hour CO NAAQS were common in some urban areas of Connecticut (and. 
elsewhere) throughout the 1970’s and into the 1980’s. As a result, much of central and southwest 
Connecticut was designated nonattainment for CO in the mid-1970’s. Shortly after the Clean Air 
Act (CAA) was amended in 1990, EPA redefined the geographic boundaries and designated three 8
hour CO nonattainment areas in Connecticut: 

1) Hartford-New Britain-Middletown (Hartford) Nonattainment Area 
2) New Haven-Meriden-Waterbury (New Haven) Nonattainment Area 
3) 	Connecticut Portion of the New York-Northern New Jersey-Long Island (Southwest 

Connecticut) Nonattainment Area 

Figure 1 depicts the towns that were included in each of Connecticut’sthree CO nonattainment areas, 
along with the location of CO monitoring stationsoperating as part of the Connecticut Department of 
Environmental Protection’s (CTDEP’s) ambient monitoring network as of the end of 2003. 

Note that there have been no measured exceedances of the 1-hour CO NAAQS (35 ppm) in 
Connecticut for more than two decades. As a result, all areas in Connecticut are in attainment with 
respect to the 1-hour CO NAAQS. EPA’s 1990 CAA nonattainment designations for Connecticut 
were restricted to the 8-hour NAAQS; therefore, the analysis and discussion presented in this 
technical support document addresses the 8-hour NAAQS only. 
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1.2 Previous State Implementation Plan Revisions 

The CAA requires states with nonattainment areas to develop emission reduction plans to achieve 
compliance with the CO NAAQS by certain mandated dates. Connecticut’s plans included a 
combination of federal controls (e.g., more restrictive new-vehicle emission standards, cleaner 
burning gasoline) and state programs (e.g., vehicle emissions testing) that have successfwllyreduced 
CO emissions to the point where 8-hour CO design values’ are significantly less than the NAAQS. 
As a result, all of Connecticut is now classified by the EPA as “attainment” for the CO NAAQS. 

Connecticut’s CO planning efforts over the last decade included preparing an attainment 
demonstration plan for the Southwest Connecticut nonattainment area and the adoption of various 
CO emission control programs. Resulting air quality improvements enabled the State to receive EPA 
approval of redesignation requests and maintenance plans for all three of Connecticut’s CO areas. 
Table 1 lists the various State Implementation Plan (SIP) revisions prepared by the Connecticut 
Department of Environmental Protection (CTDEP) over the last decade to achieve and maintain 
statewide compliance with the CO NAAQS. Also listed are the current and proposed new 10-year 
maintenance periods for each of Connecticut’s CO areas. 

Table 1 

Connecticut CO SIP Revisions 


SIP Revision 

Southwest Connecticut-
Attainment Demonstration 


Hartford Area Redesignation and 

Maintenance Plan 


New Haven Area Redesignation and 

Maintenance Plan 


Southwest Connecticut Redesignation and 

Maintenance Plan 


EPA Initial Proposed Next 
ApprovaUEffective Maintenance Maintenance 

Date Period Period 

August 26, 1996 NA NA 

January 2, 1996 1995-2005 2005-2015 

December 4,1998 1998-2008 2008-2018 

May 10,1999 2000-2010 2010-2020 

Section 175A of the CAA specifies that an area that comes into compliance with a NAAQS cannot 
be redesignated to attainment unless a maintenance plan has been approved by EPA. Maintenance 
plans are required for two, sequential, 10-year periods after redesignation. As indicated in Table 1, 
Connecticut’s maintenance plans for the first 10-year period were previously approved by EPA and 

1 An area‘s CO design value for a given year is determined as follows: 

1) Identify the 2“d highest non-overlapping 8-hour concentration at a 

monitor for each of the two most recent consecutive calendar years. 
2 )  	Select the higher of those two values as the design value �or that 

monitor. 
3 )  	Repeat the above procedure for each monitor in the area. The highest

design value at any monitor is the design value �or that area. 
An area is in compliance with the 8-hour CO NAAQS when the area‘s measured 
Design value is less than 9.5 ppm. For more details, see the June 19, 1990 

memorandum “Ozone and Carbon Monoxide Design Value Calculations“ from Wiliam 

Laxton (EPA OAQPS) to the Regional Air Directors:
-

I_ http://www.epa.gov/air/oaqps/greenbk/laxton.html 
3 




are currently being implemented in each of Connecticut’s CO areas. These initial 10-year 
maintenance plans cover the period through 2005 for the Hartford area, 2008 for the New Haven 

- area, and 2010 for the Southwest Connecticut area. All of these initial 10-year plans are “full” 
maintenance plans, meeting all EPA requirements (including establishing CO budgets for 
transportation conformity), as specified by guidance2issued in 1992. 

1.3 Description of Current Limited Maintenance Plan SIP Revision 

Prompted by the impending end of the initial maintenance period for the Hartford CO area in 2005, 
CTDEP and EPA Region 1 staff discussed options for establishing maintenanceplans for the second 
10-year period for each of Connecticut’s CO areas. In light of significant decreases in ambient CO 
levels monitored throughout Connecticut, EPA recommended that CTDEP consider adoption of 
“limited” maintenance plans for each area that would cover the remainder of the initial 10-year 
maintenance period as well as the second 10-year period. (See Table 1 for the years covered by each 
period). As discussed below, Connecticut has elected to pursue the limited maintenance plan option 
suggested by EPA. 

EPA issued guidance3 in 1995 describing the eligibility criteria and planning requirements for 
limited maintenance plans (LMP’s). EPA Region 1provided supplemental information4specific to 
Connecticut in a letter dated March 12,2004. (Both of these documents are included in Appendix 
A.) Areas are eligible for limited maintenance plans only if current CO design values are at or below 
7.65 ppm (i.e., set at 85% of the 8-hour NAAQS of 9 ppm). In addition to an analysis of monitoring 
data to demonstrate eligibility, approvable LMP’s must contain the following planning elements: 

3) 

4) 

Attainment Inventoly: Identify a level of emissions sufficient to attain the NAAQS. 

MaintenanceDemonstration: In addition to demonstrating that design values do not exceed 

85% of the NAAQS, EPA Region 1 has recommended that CTDEP provide projected 

inventories for 2015 and 2020 to verify that emissions at the end of the second 10-year 

maintenance periods will not exceed the attainment inventory. 

SIP Commitments: Commit to a) maintain a monitoring network to verify attainment 

though the maintenance period; b) continue to perform project level transportation 

conformity reviews (areawide emission “budget tests’’ are not required for limited 

maintenance plans); and 3) submit a full maintenance plan if future design values in an area 

exceed 7.65 ppm. 

Contingency Plan: Document the measures to be promptly adopted and implemented if a 

violation (or exceedance) of the NAAQS occurs during the maintenance period. 


“Procedures for Processing Requests to Redesignate Areas to Attainment”; 

memorandum from John Calcagni (EPA OAQPS) to Regional Air Division Directors; 

September 4 ,  1992. 
3 “Limited Maintenance Plan Option for Non-Classifiable CO Nonattainment 
Areas“; memorandum from Joseph Paisie (USEPAOAQPS) to Regional Air Branch 

Chiefs; October 6, 1995. 

4 “Carbon Monoxide Limited Maintenance Areas for the Hartford-New Britain-
Middletown, the New Haven-Meriden-Waterbury,and the Connecticut Portion of 
the New York-Northern New Jersey-Long Island Carbon Monoxide 

- Attainment/Maintenance Areas“; letter from Tim Williamson (EPA Region 1) to 
_I 

Anne Gobin (CTDEP); March 12, 2 0 0 4 .  
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Section 2 provides an analysis of 8-hour design value trends for each of Connecticut’s CO 
monitors and documents that current design values do not exceed 85% of the NAAQS. Section 3 
presents a demonstration that emissions through the end of the second 10-year maintenance 
periods will not exceed those of a representative attainment year. Required SIP commitments are 
described in Section 4, while Connecticut’s contingency plans are presented in Section 5.  

EPA guidance materials are compiled in Appendix A. Technical documentation referenced in 
this narrative is contained in Appendices B, C, and D. All records related to the public notice 
and public hearing for this SIP revision (required under 40 CFR 5 1,Appendix V) are included in 
Appendix E. 
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2.0 ANALYSIS OF MONITORING DATA 


-	 As of the end of 2003, the CTDEP’s ambient CO monitoring included five sites (see Figure 1): two 
sites located in the Hartford CO maintenance area (Le., Morgan Street in downtown Hartford and 
McAuliffe Park in suburban East Hartford, which recently replaced the former Flatbush Avenue 
neighborhood site in Hartford); two sites in the Southwest Connecticut maintenance area (McLevy 
Hall in downtown Bridgeport and at the public library in downtown Stamford); and one site in the 
New Haven maintenance area (at the Supenor Court building in downtown New Haven). CTDEP 
operates all CO monitors in accordance with EPA procedures specified in 40 CFR Part 58. Note that 
the Bridgeport McLevy Hall site was shut down at the end of 2003 to enable reallocation of limited 
monitoring resources to other pollutants. Peak CO concentrations measured at that site have 
consistently been lower than those measured at the other site in Southwest Connecticut (Le., 
Stamford Library). 

2.1 Design Value Trends 

Ambient CO levels have dropped dramatically over the last three decades due to requirements for 
lower emitting motor vehicles, cleaner burning fuels, and vehicle emission testing. Figures 2 
through 4 depict the decline in second-highest measured 8-hour CO levels at each monitor for the 
Hartford, Southwest Connecticut, andNew Haven areas,respectively (also see Appendix B). In each 
case, measured CO levels have declined significantly over the period. Design values regularly 
exceeded the 8-hour CO NAAQS from the 1970’sinto the 1980’s,while recent levels have been well 
below both the 9 ppm NAAQS and the LMP eligibility level of 7.65 ppm. Note that NAAQS 

- compliance is achieved when the second-highest value measured at each monitor in an area does not 
exceed the NAAQS for two consecutive calendar years. All monitors have recorded continued 
compliance with the CO NAAQS for at least 15 years, demonstratingthe effectiveness of federal and 
state control programs. 

2.2 Current Design Values 

Current (i.e., 2003) 8-hour design values for each of Connecticut’s CO maintenance areas are 
summarized in Table 2. Also listed are 2003 design values for the New York and New Jersey 
portions of the metropolitan New York City CO maintenance area. In all cases, current design 
values are significantly less than the 7.65 ppm threshold specified in EPA guidance, thus making 
each area eligible for the limited maintenance plan option. 

Table 2 
Current Design Values for Connecticut’s CO Maintenance Areas 

CO Maintenance Area 

Metropolitan New York City Maintenance Area: 
Southwest CT Portion 

New York Portion 
New Jersey Portion 

Hartford Maintenance Area 
New Haven Maintenance Area 

2003 %HourCO 
Design Value 

(ppm) 

3.2 
3.4 
4.4 
5.2 
2.3 

-I 



< 
< 
/ 

8 

. 
0 00 d- m 0 
4 



-- 

4 


4 



8

d

2

8


I 
rr) 


i 
0

0 


- N  

- - - 3  
0 

0 


- N  

- o \  

Q\

- 9  
- e  


Q\
- 9  
- v )

Q\
- 5  

- r r ) 


- 5  
- 3  


- 9
o\ 


- a 

00


- 5  

- e  


- 9
00 


- v )co

- 9  

1 	 - 8
- 9  
- 3  


- 9
00 


i - o \  
t

- 9  
- e  


t

- 9  
- v )

t


* 
9 

c\1 0 * c\1 0 
4 4 4 



3.0 ANALYSIS OF ESTIMATED EMISSIONS 

EPA’s LMP guidance requires states to develop an attainment emissions inventory identifying a level 
of emissions sufficient to attain the NAAQS. The inventory should represent “typical winter-day” 
emissions during a time period coincident with monitored data showing attainment. Although not 
required by EPA’s limited maintenance plan guidance, EPA Region 1 suggested that emission 
projections be developed for the end of the new 10-year maintenance periods to confirm the LMP 
assumption that any growth during the maintenance period will not lead to emissions increases that 
could jeopardize attainment. 

All monitors in Connecticut have measured continued compliance with the CO NAAQS since at 
least 1990, when the Hartford area first attained the standard. Therefore, the LMP attainment 
inventory could be established using any year from 1990 onward. Consistent with EPA Region 1’s 
recommendation, Connecticut has elected to use 2002 statewide emission estimates for the CO 
attainment inventory. Use of 2002 as the attainment inventory is conservative because design values 
for that year in each area are not only well below the 8-hour NAAQS of 9 ppm, but also significantly 
less than the LMP eligibility threshold of 7.65 ppm (see Figures 2 through 4). Emission estimates 
for 2015 and 2020 will be used to represent projected emissions for the end of the earliest (i.e., 
Hartford area) and latest @e., Southwest Connecticut) maintenance periods, respectively. 

3.1 Methodologies 

Statewide winter-day CO emission estimates were developed for 2002,20 15, and 2020, accounting 
- for emissions from the various point, area, and non-road and highway categories. Point, area, and 

certain non-road source emissions (Le., rail, aircraft, and commercial marine vessels) were estimated 
by applying population growth factors5to 1999 emission estimates contained in Connecticut’s 1999 
periodic inventory. Estimates for highway sources and the remaining non-road categories were 
developed using EPA’s recent versions of the MOBILE6.2 model (dated September 24,2003) and 
the draft NONROAD model (version 2002a dated June 2003). Connecticut-specific inputs for each 
model, including growth in highway vehicle miles traveled (VMT), are documented in Appendix C 
and Appendix D, respectively. Note that MOBILE6.2 inputs for 2015 and 2020 do not include 
reformulated gasoline (i.e., oxygenate effects are not modeled), vehicle emission testing, or the 
proposed adoption of California low emission vehicle program. Similarly, NONROAD model 
estimates for 2015 and 2020 do not include the oxygenate effects of reformulated gasoline or EPA’s 
proposed new emission and fuel standards for non-road sources. As a result, 2015 and 2020 
emission estimates are conservatively high, and provide a degree of flexibility for fiiture SIP program 
planning. 

Relative to 1999 population estimates, Connecticut’s Office of Policy and 

Management projects 0.7%, 6.1% and 8.6% increases in statewide population in 

2002, 2015 and 2020, respectively (see 

http://www.opm.state.ct.us/pdpd3/data/project.~). 
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3.2 Projected Emission Trends: 2002 through 2020 

Resulting statewide CO emission estimates for 2002, 2015, and 2020 are compared in Table 3. 
Although emissions growth is projected for the point, area, and non-road sectors, reductions 
expected in the highway source sector are significant enough to result in declining total CO 
emissions over the 2002 to 2020 period (even when excluding the reductions associated with the 
reformulated gasoline and vehicle emissions testing program). Declining CO emission estimates 
through the end of the next maintenance period further justify CTDEP’s request for approval of 
limited maintenance plans for each area. 

Table 3 

Estimated Statewide Winter-Day CO Emission Levels in 2002,2015, and 2020 


* Highway emission projections for 20 15 and 2020 do not 
include emission reductions from reformulated gasoline, vehicle 
emission testing, or the proposed adoption of California low 
emission vehicle standards. Non-road emission projections for 
2015 and 2020 do not include the benefits of EPA’s proposed 
non-road emission standards. 
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4.0 CTDEP SIP COMMITMENTS 

EPA’s guidance for limited maintenance plans also requires states to include several 
commitments as part of the SIP revision. To fulfill those requirements, CTDEP provides the 
following commitments, which will be in effect through the end of each area’s second 1O-year 
maintenance period (see Table 1). 

4.1 Ambient Monitoring 

1) 	CTDEP will maintain a continuous CO monitoring network, meeting the requirements of 
40 CFR Part 58, that provides adequate coverage to veri@continued compliance with the 
CO NAAQS in each CO maintenance area. 

2) 	 CTDEP will use data from the monitoring network to track whether design values exceed 
the eligibility requirement of 7.65 ppm for limited maintenance plan areas. If design 
values in any maintenance area exceed 7.65 ppm, CTDEP will coordinate with EPA to: 
a) verify the validity of the data; b) evaluate whether the data should be excluded based 
on an “exceptional event”; and, if warranted based on the data review, c) develop a full 
maintenance plan for the affected maintenance area(s). 

4.2 Transportation Conformity 

EPA discusses the implications of limited maintenance plans on federal conformity requirements 
in an August 21,2001 guidance memorandum issued to EPA Regional Air Directors! 

“The transportation conformity rule (40 CFR parts 51 and 93) and the general conformity rule (58 FR 
63214; November 30, 1993) apply to nonattainrnentareas and maintenanceareas operating under 
maintenance plans. Under either conformity rule one means of demonstratingconformity of federal 
actions is to indicate that expected emissions from planned actions are consistentwith the emissions 
budget for the area. Emissions budgets in LMP areas may be treated as essentiallynot constraining 
for the length of the maintenance period because it is unreasonableto expect that an area satisfying 
the LMP criteriawill experience so much growth during that period of time such that a violation of the 
PMIO NAAQS would result. While this policy does not exempt an area from the need to affirm 
conformity, it does allow the area to demonstrateconformitywithout undertakingcertain requirements 
of these rules. For transportation conformity purposes, EPA would be concludingthat emissions in 
these areas need not be capped for the maintenance period, and, therefore, a regional emissions 
analysiswould not be required. Similarly, Federalactions subject to the generalconformityrule could 
be considered to satisfy the “budget test“ specified in section 93.158 (a)(5)(i)(A) of the rule, for the 
same reasons that the budgets are essentially considered to be unlimited. 

EPA approval of an LMP will provide that if the LMP criteria are no longer satisfied and a full 
maintenance plan must be developedto meet CAA requirements(see Calcagni Memo referenced in 
footnote #2 for full maintenance plan guidance), the approval of the LMP would remain applicablefor 

“Limited Maintenance Plan Option for Moderate PMio Nonattainment Areas“; 
memorandum from Lydia Wegman (EPA OAQPS) to EPA Regional Air Directors; August 
21, 2001. EPA Region 1 has indicated that this discussion also applies to CO 
LMP areas. A full copy of EPA‘s guidance is included in Appendix A. 

12 




conformity purposes only until the full maintenance plan is submitted and EPA has found its motor 
vehicle emissions budgets adequate for conformity purposes under 40 CFR parts 51 and 93. EPA 
will condition its approval of all LMPs in this fashion because in the case 
where the LMP criteria are not met and a full maintenance plan is required EPA believes that LMPs 
would no longer be an appropriate mechanism for assuring maintenance of the standards.” 

Consistent with the above discussion, CTDEP will use the interagency consultation process to: 

I) 	Inform the Connecticut Department of Transportation (CTDOT) and metropolitan 
planning organizations (MPO’s) that, upon approval of the limited maintenance plans, 
CO emissions budgets will no longer be constraining for transportation conformity 
because of the low levels of emissions and expected growth rates during the duration 
of the limited maintenance periods. However, if the EPA determines that the LMP 
criteria are longer satisfied in any area, CTDEP will develop a full maintenance plan, 
including a motor vehicle emissions budget which will become applicable at the time 
EPA determines it to be adequate for conformity purposes. 

2) 	Ensure that project-level CO evaluations of transportation projects (i.e., project-level 
conformity, as described in 40 CFR 93.116) are carried out in each area as part of 
environmental reviews7or Connecticut’s indirect source permitting program’. 

7 Environmental review documents are prepared when required by the National 

Environmental Policy Act or the Connecticut Environmental Policy Act. 

a CTDEP is currently considering modifications to the indirect source program, 
but anticipates any changes will require similar project-level CO reviews. 
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5.0 CONTINGENCY PLAN 

Section 175Aof the Clean Air Act requires that maintenance plans include contingencymeasures to 
promptly address and correct any violation of the NAAQS that occurs after redesignation of an area. 
The plan should identify the corrective measures that will be expeditiously pursued once they are 
triggered by a specified event, such as a measured violation of the NAAQS. 

CTDEP has developed a two-phase contingency plan to address any verified monitored exceedance 
of the CO NAAQS in any of the three maintenance areas. This contingency plan replaces those 
currently in effect in each area. The new contingencyplan consists of the following steps and actions 
to be taken if there is a measured CO concentration above the level of the NAAQS that meets quality 
assurance criteria and does not qualify for exclusion under EPA’s “exceptional events” policy’. 
Implementation of the contingency plan after the first verified CO exceedance is intended to provide 
an opportunity for corrective action before any violations (Le., a second CO exceedance in the same 
calendar year) can occur. 

Subsequent to the verification of any measured exceedance of the CO NAAQS, the CTDEP 
will promptly analyze available air quality, meteorological, traffic, and other relevant data 
near the affected monitor to determine the likely cause of the exceedance. The CTDEP will 
confer with the appropriate officials at the CTDOT, regional planning agencies, and 
municipalities to determine if a local remedy (e.g., traffic signal changes, revised parking 
ordinances) is appropriate to avoid future exceedances of the standard. If such local actions 
are feasible and determined to be effective, CTDEP will work with the affected agencies to 
pursue implementation as soon as possible. If local actions are determined to be infeasible or 
ineffective, CTDEP will pursue the second-phase of the contingency plan. 

The second phase of the contingency plan will be triggered if implementation of local 
corrective action is judged infeasible or ineffective (i.e., if another verified exceedance is 
recorded after the first phase actions are fully implemented). As part of the second-phaseof 
the plan, CTDEP will evaluate whether any current or recently adopted (at the time of the 
exceedance) future control programs will provide adequate additional emission reductions to 
prevent hture CO exceedances at the affected monitor. CTDEP will use EPA-approved 
modeling techniques available at the time of the exceedance (e.g., currently MOBILE6.2 for 
emission estimates) to estimate expected future emission reductions and determine the 
resulting effect at the monitor of concern. 

Note that CO emissions from highway sources are projected to decrease by more than 30% by 
the end of the second 10-year maintenance periods (see Table 2), even without accounting for 
additional reductions from the current reformulated gasoline and vehicle emissions testing 

“Guideline on the Identification and Use of Air Quality Data Affected by 
Exceptional Events,” U.S.EPA, Office of Air and Radiation, Office o f  Air 
Quality Planning and Standards Monitoring and Data Analysis Division, 
Research Triangle Park, N . C .  27711, EPA-450/4-86-007 July 1986. 
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programs. Highway sources are the dominant contributor to ambient CO public exposures (due 
to the proximity of homes, businesses, and pedestrians to high vehicle traffic areas); therefore, 
measured CO concentrations are expected to continue to decrease into the foreseeable future. 
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APPENDIX A 


EPA Guidance Regarding Limited Maintenance Plans 

“Limited Maintenance Plan Option for Non-Classifiable CO Nonattainment 
Areas”; memorandum from Joseph Paisie (USEPA OAQPS) to Regional Air 
Branch Chiefs; October 6,1995. 

0 	 “Carbon Monoxide Limited Maintenance Areas for the Hartford-New Britain-
Middletown, the New Haven-Meriden-Waterbury, and the Connecticut Portion of 
the New York-Northern New Jersey-Long Island Carbon Monoxide 
Attainmentmaintenance Areas”; letter from Tim Williamson (EPA Region 1) to 
Anne Gobin (CTDEP); March 12,2004. 

0 	 “Limited Maintenance Plan Option for Moderate PMio Nonattainment Areas”; 
memorandum from Lydia Wegman (EPA OAQPS) to EPA Regional Air Directors; 
August 21,2001. 



SUBJECT: 	 Lfmftsd Maintenance Plsn Option for Nonc~arre%fiablo 
Nonattainmant Areas 

FROM I 	 Jo~ophW. Paisie, Croup Leader 
Integrated Policy and Strategis 

To: A i r  Branch U'ilofo, Region@ 1-X  

On November 16, 1994,  EPA lsausd guidaace r~gardinga 
limited maintenance plan option for nonalau8kf iab ls  Ozone 
nonattahment area8 i n  a memorandum from 8 d l y  I;. Bhrrver,
Director, Air Quality Btxategies and Standardo Diviolioa, to 
Regional A i r  Piviaion Dh?~Xore,  EPA believe# that euch an 

roprinte for  nonclaesifiabls CO nonattainmentoption is also aPPowing questions and anawexa art forth EPA'Bareas and the fol 

guidance regarding the availability of this option fo r  euch 

areas. AB this $6 guidance; final and binding dt~f8t3d~=tiOnS 

regarding the eligibility of areas for the lLmjted maintenance 

Plan option will only be made in the context of netice and 

comment rulemaking actions 'segarding specif io redesignation

requeottr . 

I f  there axe any questions concerning the l i m i t e d  
maintenance plan option for nonclaeaffisble CO areas, plea88
contact me a t  (919) 541-5556 or Larry Hallaca a t  (919) 541.0906* 

Attachment 

cc: 	 E. Cumminga, OM8 
K. MCLqatl, OQC 
C. Oldham 
TJ. Wallace 

00 
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Limited Maintenance Plan Option f o r  Nonolaseif~sbleCO 
Nonattainmcnt arsae 

What requirements must CQ nonclaosiEiabls aroas, which are 
attaining the CQ m A Q S  with,a design value that Le 
sdgrdficantly below the NAAQS, matt in o'rdsr to have an 
approvablc maintenance plan under eection 175A o f  the Act? 

Nonclase~fiablsCO nonattainment areas seeking rede8ignatbn 
t o  attainment: whose design valuse are at: or below 7.65ppIII 
( 8 5  percsnt of exceedanca level8 of the CO at the 
time of rsdeeignation may choose t o  oubmit a lea0 rigorous
maintenance plan than was formerly tequirsd, Thio new 
option irr being termed a limited maintenance plan.
Nonclaesifiablc CO areas with design values g+crter than 
7.65ppm w i l l  continue to be subject to Pull raaintsnsncs plan
requirement6 dctocrlbcd in the Beptember 4, 1992 IpOBIoTIIILIduIp,
"Proccduree tor  Broceesing R C q U e 8 t 8  to Rede8ignate Area6 to 
Attahmcnt,. from John Calcagni, former Director o f  the 
OAQPS A i r  Quality Management: Divieion to the Regional A i r  
Division Dkecfors. 

The EPA now believes tgat  it i o  ju~tifiabloand a ropciat. 
to apply a d i f f e r e n t  set  of malntensnae plan roquFremente to 
a aonclassifiable CO nonattalnment axe.# whoec monitored air  
quality is equal to or lees than 85 percent of excaedanca 
level6 of the ozone NAAQS, The EPA doer Rot believe that 
the full maintenance plan requirements need be applied to 
these areaa because they have achkvcd air  quality levelm 
well below the ntandard without the application of control 
measures required by the Act for moderate and ecriouo 
nonattainrnsnt area#. Also, these m ~ m 8do not have e i t h e r  a 
recent hiatory of monitored violation of the CO NAAQS or a 
long prior history of monitored a i r  quslit problemcr. The 
EPA believes that tke continued applicabil1ty o f  prevention
of eignificant deterioration (PSD) requirements any control 
measures already in the SIP,  and Federal maasurea (such as 
the Federal motor vehicle control program) should provide
adequate assurance of maintenance for chase area#. 
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2 .  Qumetionr 

BeEldeB having a design value that i o  equal to or laoe than 
85% of the CO NAAQS what other  requixameato are neceooary
for a nonclassifiable co nonattainmcnt a r m  to qualify Eor 
the limited maintenance plan option? 

Anornrt 


To qualify for tho limited mbintenancs plan option, the CO 
design value For the area, bused on the 8 oon8eoutivt 
quartera (2 years of data) ueed to demonstrate attainment, 
must bo at ox below 7.65ppm (8s  percent of excsedurce levole 
of the ozone IWQS Additionall , the delrign valuo for the 
axea must continue to be a t  or berow 7.65pprp Until the time 
of f ina l  EPA action OA the rcdesignatioa. The method for 
calculating deeign values Le prceeatad b thm June 18, 1990 
memorandum, nozone and Carbon Monaadda Derign Value 
Calculationr," from William G, taxton, fonner Dixector of 
the OAQPS Technical Support Division t o  h g i O I 1 1 1  kir 
3irecLuxr. Tha memorandum f ~ C T U I Z ~ Sprimarj1y nn dettrrnCpbq
design valuae f o r  nonattainmtnt area8 in orb= to  classify
tho area8 an moderate or eerioue for a. Therefore, the 
document diecua~esdetermining the desigtl value for an area 
based on the monitors which are excsadhg the etand8rd. In 
the case of  a nonattainment area seeking redealgnation to 
attabment ,  all monitor8 muet be meeting the standard. To 
aeecss whether a nonclaseifiable area meet8 the 
applicability cutoff for the limitad maintenance plan, a 
separate design value muet bc developed for every monftorfng
site, The highe8t of these deeign valueB i r  the ds8ign
value for the  whole area. If the mea der1 value i o  a t  or
below 7,6Sppm, the State may select the llmx*ted maintenance 
plan option for t h e  first lo-year nrafntuaanca period undex 
section 175A. If the deeign value for the i r o n  exceada 
7.6Sppm rior to final BPA action on tho redreignation, the 
area no fonger qualifies for  the limitsd maintenance plan
and must instead submit a full maintenanca plan, a8 
indicated in the September 4 ,  1992 memorandum, 
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3 .  Qu..t iPnr 

What elemente must be c o n t a i n e d  i n  a eaction 17SA 
maintenance plan for nonclaesiflabla CO aropo which qualify
fox the limited maintenance glen option? 

Answer : 

Following is a list of core provieions which mhould be 
included in the limited maintenance plan for  CO 
nonclaosifiable areas. Any final EPA determination 
regardin the adequacy of a limited maintenan# plan will ba 
made to1Powing review of ths plan oubmittal in l ight of the 
particular drcumetanaee facing the arc8 p?r8ed f o r  
redesignation m d  based on all relevant a m i  a b l m  
information. 

a* 


The State ahould develop an attainment d u o i o n s  inmatory
to ldsntify a leva1 of emissions in the a- w h i c h  Ls 
sufficient t o  attain the NAAQS. This fnvantoty should be 
consietent with EPA'~most recent: guidancwa ma e m i s s i o ~  
inventories for nonattainment area8 available at the time 
and ahould reprerrsne emls~ionsduring t 
aesociatad nitb the monitoring data eh 
invantory 0bould be basad on actual "typical  winter day"
amirraions of CO, 

b. 9 
The maintenance demonstration requirement 3.8 aoa~idsxedto 
be sat fef ied  for nonclaesifiable areas L f  the monitoring
data ehow that thFs area i e  meeting the air qu;r%itycriteria 
for limited m i n t e n a n c e  areas (7.65ppm or 85)' of the CO 
NAAQS), Them %e no repuixcment to project d 8 d o n a  Over 
the maintenance period. The EPA believes i f  the area begin@
the maintenance period a t  or below 85 percsnl of exceedace 
lQVhl6, the a ir  quality along with the continued 
applicabiliey of  PSD r e q u i r e m e n t s ,  any contra1 u1emuurt8 
already in the SIP, and Federal measures, should provide
adequate a~euranceof ma in tenance  over the i n i t i a l  10-year 

'The EPA' B currtnr. guidance on tho preparation of amisalon# 
inventories for osone areaa is contained $0 the following
documentet *Procedure8 for t h e  Preparation of! Endorion InVemtOrhS 
f o r  Carbon Monoxide and Precureore of Ozone, Volume In (EPk-450/4
91-016), "EEmi6eion Inventory Requiramentu for Ozone &ate 
Implementation Plane" (EPA-450/4-91-010), and *Pr~cadures f o r  
Emiesion Inventory preparation: Volume IV, Mobile f30urcesA (EPA
450/4-81-026d). 



4 

maintenance period. 


When EPA approves a limited maintenance plan, &PA I O  
concluding that an emiasiono budget: may ba treated am 
essentially not constraining for the longCh of the 
maintenance period bccauae it: i s  unreasonabls t o  expect that 
euch an area will experience 80 much growtth in that period
that  a violation of the CO NAAQS would resolt 

C .  

To verify the attainment status o f  the area over the 
msintaaancs parlod, the maintenance plan  should carrtain 
provisions for continued operation of an appropriate, EPA
apprwed a ir  qualit monitoring network, in accordance with 
4 0  CFR part 58,  Thx8 is particularly important for area8 
using a limited maintenance plan because there will be no 
cap on emissions. 

a.  
Section X7SA of the A c t  reguirce that a mainteuanue plan
Include contingency proviaion., as neccssary, to promptly
correct any violation o f  the NAAQS that occur0 art= 
redoeignation of the area. 'l'hcee concingency tueaBur00 do 
not have to be fully adopted a t  the time of redesignation.
Hawever, the conL;lngancy plan ie considered to be an 
enforceable part o t  the(SIP and should enmare h h r t  the 
contingency measures are adopted expedltiouely once they are 
triggered by a specified event, The conculgelu=y plan arhould 
identify the measurc~to be promptly adopted ahd provide a 
schedule and procedwe for adoption and implementation Of 
the mea6ure8. The State ehould also identify lapsciflc
indicators, or triggers, which w i l l  be uoed to determine 
when t h e  contingency mcasurcu need to be lmglemsated. While 
a violation o f  the NAAQS 18 an acceptable trigger, Gtate8 

""I wish t o  choose a pre-violation action level a8 a 
tr gger, such as an exceedance of the NRACIS. By taking
early action, a Sta te  may be able to prevent any actual 
violation ot the N ~ Q Sand, therefore, eliminate any need on 
the part of EPA to rede6igAate an area back to 
nonattainment . 
e. D n f o a t v  Determina t i w  un&r L-


Plana 
The transportation conformity ru l e  ( 5 8  FR 62168;

November 2 4 ,  19931 and t h e  general conformity rule ( 5 8  FR 

63214; November 3 0 ,  1993) apply to none t t a iman t  area8 and 

maintenance axeaa operating under maintenance plane .  Under 

either rule, one means of demonstrating conformity of 

Fadera1 actions is to indicate that expected emieslons f r o m  
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planned actions are coneletene with the tmls~ienabud OC for 
the area. Emiesions budgete in Limited ma~ntsaancspf an 
BXeaB may be treated as essentially hot cowtraining for  the 
length of the i n i t i a l  maintenance period baclrura i t  i 8  
unreaeonable to expect that auch an mea rill experience 10 
much growth in that period that a violation of th8.W NAAQ8
would reeult. In other words, EPA would be cortlcluding that 
e d 8 8 i O n ~ 1need not: be capped for the maintenance period.
Therefore, in ardae with approved limited mintenmce plaas,
Federal actions requiring conformity detedartione under 
the tram rtation conformity rule d d b conmidcred to 
eatisfy tg "budget t e s t "  required in sectPon8 93.118, 
93.119, and 93,120 of the rule. Bimilarly~ In these areasr 
Federal actions subject: to the general conforait male could 
be coneidcred t o  eatisfy the Nbudget: tact* epsdxicd h 
eectfoa 93.358 (a) ( 5 )  (I)(A) of the rule. 



UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
REGION 1 


1 CONGRESS STREET, SUITE 1100 

BOSTON, MASSACHUSETTS 02114-2023 


March 12,2004 


Ms. Anne Gobin, 

Connecticut Department of Environmental Protection, 

Bureau of Air Management, 

79 Elm Street, 5th Floor 

Hartford, CT 06106 


RE: 	 Carbon Monoxide Limited Maintenance Areas for the Hartford - New Britain -
Middletown, the New Haven-Meriden-Waterbury, and the Connecticut Portion of the 
New York -Northern New Jersey -Long Island Carbon Monoxide Attainment/ 
Maintenance Area. 

I wish to thank your staff for taking the time to discuss the use of “limited maintenance 
plans’’ for the three carbon monoxide (CO) maintenance areas listed above. Let me summarize 
our recent telephone conversation regarding ‘therequirements to develop a limited maintenance 
plan for the remainder of the first ten-year maintenance period and for the follow-on second ten-
year maintenance period for these areas. EPA recommends that Connecticut DEP develop a 
revision to your state implementation plan (SIP) that contains the following elements: 

- One SIP Revision package submitting all three carbon monoxide limited maintenance 
plan requests. 

- Request for a limited maintenance plan for the remainder of the first ten-year 
maintenance period and the second follow-on ten-year maintenance period (see ten-year 
periods below). 

I 

Name of Attainment Area First Ten-year Second Follow-on 
Maintenance Period ~ Ten-year 

1 Maintenance Area 

Hartford - New Britain - i 2006-2015 
Middletown Area I 1995-2005 

New Haven-Meriden- 2009-2018 
Waterbury Area I 1998-2008 

New York - Northern New 2000-2010 20 11-2020 
Jersey - Long Island Area 

Toll Free 1-888-372-7341. 

Internet Address (URL) http://www.epa.gov/regionl 


RecycledIRecyclable *Printed with Vegetable Oil Based Inks on Recycled Paper (Minimum 30% Postconsumer) 
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- A base statewide inventory (point, area and mobile) for periodic inventory year 2002. 

- A statewide emission inventory (highway sector and non-road sector) for daily winter 
carbon monoxide for year 2015 and year 2020 (this represents the earliest end-year of 
Hartford’s follow-on ten-year maintenance period and the latest end-year of NY-N.NJ-LI 
follow-on ten-year maintenance period). 

. Demonstrate trends in carbon monoxide emissions are going down, to support 
limited maintenance plan approval. 

Note: There is no requirement under a carbon monoxide limited maintenance plan 
to project emissions over the maintenance period. The projected mobile (highway 
and non-road sectors) statewide inventories for year 2015 and year 2020 would 
lend support for approval of a limited maintenance plan and help justify why a 
conformity budget is not required. 

. Highway emission projections would utilize the latest version of MOBILE6.2 
using conservative measures likely to be in place such as OBD2 testing, no 
California low emission vehicle program, no oxy fuel program. Modeling 
conservatively we can maintain the State’s flexibility when implementing vehicle 

. or fuel programs in the future. Relying on specific enhanced vehicle 
inspectiodmaintenance programs or special fuels may be seen as a requirement to 
continue that modeled program into the future. 

- Document current carbon monoxide levels from monitoring network by attainment area. 

0 	 The NY-N.NJ-LI area should also document monitoring data from the New York 
and Northern New Jersey sectors. 

- Demonstrate continued monitoring attainment of the carbon monoxide one-hour and 
eight-hour NAAQS. 

0 Summarize historic data. 

0 The maintenance demonstration requirement is considered to be satisfied for the 
attainment area if the monitoring data show that the area is meeting the air quality 
criteria for limited maintenance areas (design value at or below 7.65ppm or 85% 

- of the carbon monoxide NAAQS). 

- Identify the latest carbon monoxide eight-hour design value for each of the three carbon 
monoxide attainment areas with a maintenance plan. 



Page 3 

Document CO design value for maintenance area. And explain how the area's 
CO design value is at or below 7.65 ppm (85 percent of exceedance levels of the 
CO NAAQS). 

- Commit to continuous CO monitoring (EPA-approved air quality monitoring network 
under 40 CFR part 58) throughout the first and second ten-year period. 

- Add a qualifier that if a carbon monoxide limited maintenance area monitors carbon 
monoxide concentrations resulting in a design value above the eligibility criteria of 7.65 
parts per million, then the maintenance area would no longer qualify for a limited 
maintenance plan and CT DEP would coordinate with EPA to develop a full maintenance 
plan. 

- Address future transportation conformity requirements for the attainment areas with a 
CO limited maintenance plan. 

Confirm that hotspot CO / project level CO evaluation of transportation projects 
(project level conformity, see 40 CFR 93.116) still applies. (This transportation 
conformity requirement is in addition to any of Connecticut's indirect source 
permit requirements.) 

Emissions budgets in limited maintenance plan areas may be treated as essentially 
not constraining as long as the area continues to meet the limited maintenance 
criteria because it is unreasonable to expect that such areas will experience so 
much growth that a violation of the carbon monoxide National Ambient Air 
Quality Standard would result. Therefore, in areas with approved limited 
maintenance plans, Federal actions requiring conformity determinations under the 
transportation conformity rule are considered to satisfy the "budget test." All 
aspects of transportation conformity (with the exception of satisfylng the emission 
budget test) will still be required. 

- Identify contingency measures, with a schedule for implementation to assure prompt 
correction of any air quality problems. 

- Identify trigger for implementing contingency measures. The contingency plan write-up 
from page four of EPA's October 6, 1995, " Limited Maintenance Plan Option for 
Nonclassifiable CO Nonattainment Areas," is presented below. A full copy of EPA's 
guidance is also enclosed with this letter for your use. 

0 
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CONTINGENCY PLAN 

“Section 175A of the Act requires that a maintenance plan include contingency 
provisions, as necessary, to promptly correct any violation of the NAAQS that 
occurs after redesignation of the area. These contingency measures do not have to 
be fiilly adopted at the time of redesignation. However, the contingency plans is 
considered to be an enforceable part of the SIP and should insure that the 
contingency measures are adopted expeditiously once they are triggered by a 
specified event. The contingency plan should identify the measures to be 
promptly adopted and provide a schedule and procedure for adoption and 
implementation of the measures. The State should also identify specific 
indicators, or triggers, which will be used to determine when the contingency 
measures need to be implemented. While a violation of the NAAQS is an 
acceptable trigger, States may wish to choose a pre-violation action level as a 
trigger, such as an exceedance of the NAAQS. By taking early action, a State may 
be able to prevent any actual violation of the NAAQS and, therefore, eliminate 
any need on the part of EPA to redesignate an area back to nonattainment”. 

EPA could parallel-process this SIP amendment. If we go that route, EPA would propose 
approval in the Federal Register and hold a public comment period at the same time Connecticut 
Department of Environmental Protection held their state public hearing process. 

An example of a Massachusetts SIP Revision submitted for the Lowell, Waltham, 
Worcester and Springfield re-designation to attainment and limited carbon monoxide limited 
maintenance plans can be found at URL Address: 
littp:l/w.vvw.state.ma.us/dep/bwp/dilqc/da~cpubs.h tm 

Carbon Monoxide 
Background Document and Technical Support 

Proposed Revision to State Implementation Plan for Carbon Monoxide. . 
Technical support document dated September 2000. 
cotsd.doc 672 KB images: Figure 1 and Figure 8 

If you have any question, Please feel free to contact Donald Cooke of my staff at (617) 
918-1668, or by e-mail at cool;e.donald(ii),e~~.g.ov. 

Sincerely, _..I-

Williamson, Acting Unit Manager 
‘A;r Quality Unit, Office of Ecosystem Protection 
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Enclosure: 	 October 6, 1995, “Limited Maintenance Plan Option for Nonclassifiable CO 
Nonattainment Areas,” from Joseph W. Paisie, Group Leader, Integrated Policy 
and Strategies Group, Office of Air Quality Planning and Standards, U S .  EPA, 
Research Triangle Park, North Carolina. 

cc: 	 Paul Bodner, CT DEP, Bureau of Air Management 
David Wackter, CT DEP, Bureau of Air Management 
David Coru-oy, Acting Air Program Manager, OEP, EPA New England 
Donald Cooke, Air Quality Unit, OEP, EPA New England 
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MEMORANDUM 

SUBJECT: Limited Maintenance Plan Option for Moderate PMloNonattainment Areas 

FROM: 	 Lydia Wegman, Director 
AQSSD (MD-I 5 )  

TO: 	 Director, Office of Ecosystem Protection, Region I 
Director, Division of Environmental Planning & Protection, Region I1 
Director,Air Protection Division, Region 111 
Director, Air, Pesticides & Toxics ManagementDivision, Region 1V 
Director, Air and Radiation Division, Region V 
Director, Air Pesticides & Toxics, Region VI 
Director, Air and Toxics Division, Regions VII, IX 
Director, Air Program, Region VIII 
Director, Ofice of Air Quality, Region X 

I. What is a Limited Maintenance Plan? 

This memorandum sets forth new guidance’ on maintenance plan submissions for certain 
moderate particulatematter (PM,,) nonattainment areas seeking redesignation to attainment (see 
section JY for hrther detailson qualifiing for the policy). If the area meets the criteria listed in this 
policy the State may submit a maintenance plan at the time it is requesting redesignation that is more 
streamlined than would ordinarilybe permitted. This new option is being termed a limited maintenance 
plan (LMP)2. 

-11. Whv is there a need for a limited maintenance plan policv? 

‘This memorandum is intended to provide EPA’s preliminary views on how certain moderate PMlO nonattainment 
areas may qualify to submit a maintenance plan that meets certain limited requirements. Since it represents only the Agency’s 
preliminary thinking that is subject to modification, this guidance is not binding on Stales, Tribes, the public, or EPA. Issues 
concerning the applicability of the limited maintenance plan policy will be addressed in actions to redesignate moderate PMI 0 
nonattainment areas under fi 107 of the CAA. It is only when EPA promulgates redesignations applying this policy that those 
determinations will become binding on States, ‘Tribes, the public, and EPA as a matter of law. 

*Moderate PM areas that do not meet the applicability criteria of this policy, and all serious PM nonattainment 
areas, should submit maintenance plans that meet our guidance for submission of a f i i l l  maintenance plan as described in the 
September 4, 1992 memorandum, ‘‘Procedures for Processing Requests to Redesignate Areas to Attainment,” from John 
Calcagni, fonner Director of the Office of  Air Quality Planning and Standards (OAQPS) Air Quality management Division to the 
Regional Air Division Directors (herealter known as the Cnlcagni Memo). 
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Before the US. Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia handed down its decision 
vacating the 1997 I'M, national ambient air quality standards (NAAQS)(seeAmerican Trucking 
Associations, et al. v. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), 175 F.3d 1027 (D.C. Cir. 1999), we 
were prepared to make case-by-case determinations that would make the 1987 PMloNAAQS no 
longer applicable in any area meeting the standards. In taking actions to remove the applicability orthe 
I987 NAAQS, we would have removed, as well, the nonattainment designation and Clean Air Act 
(CAA) part D requirements fiom qualifjling areas. As a result of the D.C. Circuit's decision, for areas 
subject to the 1987 NAAQS, the only route to recognized attainment of the NAAQS and removal of 
nonattainment status and requirements is formal redesignation to attainment, including submittal of a 
maintenance plan. Since many areas have been meeting the PMloNAAQS for 5 years or more and 
have a low risk of future exceedances, we believe a policy that would allow both the States and EPA to 
redesignate speedily areas that are at little risk of PMloviolations would be usefiil. 

HI. How did EPA develop the approach used in the LMP option? 

The EPA has studied PMloair quality data information for the entire country over the past 
eleven years (1989-1999) and has determined that some moderate PMIononattainment areas have had 
a history of low PMlO design values with very little inter-annual variation. When we looked at all the 
monitoring sites reporting data for those years, the data indicate that most of the average design values 
fall below 2 levels, 98 pg/m3 for the 24-hr PMloNAAQS and 40 pg/m3 for the annual PMloNAAQS. 
For most monitoring sites these levels are also below their individual site-specificcritical design values 
(CDV). The CDV is an indicator of the likelihood of fiiture violations of the NAAQS given the current 
average design value and its variability. The CDV is the highest average design value an area could 
have before it may experience a future exceedance of the NAAQS with a certain probability. A 
detailed explanation of the CDV is found in Attachment A3to this policy which, because of its length, is 
a separate document accompanying this memorandum. 

We believe that the very small amount of variation between the peaks and means in most of the 
data indicates a very stable relationship that can be reasonably expected to continue in the fiiture absent 
any significant changes in emissions. The period we assessed provides a fairly long historical record 
and the data could therefore be expected to have been affected by a fill1 range of meteorological 
conditions over the period. Therefore, the amount of emissions should be the only variable that could 
affect the stability in the air quality data. We believe we can reliably make estimates about tlie future 
variability of PMloconcentrationsacross the country based on our statistical analysis of this data 
record, especially in areas where the amount of emissions is not expected to change. 

IV. How do I qualifv for the LMP option ? 

Dr. Sliao-Hang Cliu's paper entitled "Critical Design Value and Its Applications" explains the CDV approach and is 
included in its entirety in Attachment A. This paper 1x1s been accepted for publication and presentation a t  tlie 94th Air and 
Waste Managernelit Association (ALCWMA) Annual Conference i n  Itme 200 I in  Orlando, Florida. 
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To qiialify for the limited maintenance plan option, an area should meet the following 
applicability criteria. The area should be attaining the NAAQS and the average PM,odesign value“ for 
the area, based upon the most recent 5 years of air q~ialitydata at all monitors in the area, should be at 
or below 40 pg/in3for the annual and 98 pghd for the 24-hr I’Mlo NAAQS with no violations at any 
monitor in the nonattainment area’. If an area cannot meet this test it may still be able to qualify for the 
LMP option if the average design values of the site are less than their respective site-specific CDV. 

We believe it is appropriate to offer this second method of qualifying for the LMP because, 
based on the air quality data we have studied, we believe there are some monitoring sites with average 
design values above 40 pg/d or 98 pg/m3, depending on the NAAQS in question, that have 
experienced little variability in the data over the years. When the CDV calculationwas performed for 
these sites we discovered that their average design values are less than their CDVs, indicating that the 
areas have a very low probability (1 in IO) of exceeding the NAAQS in the fiiture. We believe it is 
appropriate to provide these areas the opportunityto qualify for the LMP in this circumstance since the 
40 pg/m3 or 98 pg/m3 criteria are based on a national analysis and don’t take into account each local 
situation. 

The final criterion is related to mobile source emissions. The area should expect only limited 
growth in on-road motor vehicle PMloemissions (including fiigitive dust) and should have passed a 
motor vehicle regional emissions analysis test. It is important to consider the impact of fiture 
transportationgrowth in the LMP, since the level ofPM-10 emissions(especially from fbgitive dust) is 
related to the level of growth in vehicle miles traveled (VMT). Attachment B (below) should be used 
for making the motor vehicle regional emissions analysis demonstration. 

Tf the State determines that the area in question meets the above criteria, it may select the LMP 
option for the first 10 year maintenance period. Any area that does not meet these criteria should plan 
to submit a full maintenance plan that is consistent with our guidance in the CalcagniMemo in order to 
be redesignated to attainment. If the LMP option is selected, the State should continue to meet the 
qualifying criteria until EPA has redesignated the area to attainment. If an area no longer qualifies for 
the LMP option because a change in air quality affects the average design values before the 
redesignationtakes effect, the area will be expected to submit a fiill maintenance plan. 

Once an area selects the LMP option and it is in effect, the State will be expected to recalculate 
the average design value for the area annually and determine if the criteria used to qualifj for the LMP 

4T11emethods for calculating design values [or PM ,(, are presented in a document entitled the “PM SIP Development 
Guideline”, EPA-450/2-86-00 1, June 1987. Tlie State sliould detennine tlie most appropriate method to use from this Guideline 
in consultation with tlie appropriate EPA Regional office staff. 

5 ~ fthe EPA determines tliat ttie meteorology was not representative during t~ iemost recent five-year periotl, we niay 
re.ject the State’s request to use the LMP option and request, instead, submission of a h l l  maintenance tlemonstration. 
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will still be met. If, aRer performing the annual recalculation of the area’s average design value in a 
given year, the State determines that the area no longer qualifies for the LMP, the State should take 
action to attempt to reduce PMloconcentrationsenough to requalify for the LMP. One possible 
approach the State could take is to implement a contingency measure or measures found in its SIP. IF, 
in the next annual recalculation the State is able to re-qualifl for the LMP, then the LMP will go back 
into effect. If the attempt to reduce PMIoconcentrations fails, or if it succeeds but in future years it 
becomes necessary again to address increasing PM,, concentrationsin the area, that area no longer 
qualifies for the LMP. We believe that repeated increases in PMloconcentrationsindicate thzt :he initial 
conditions that govern air quality and that were relied on to determine the area’s qualification for the 
LMP have changed, and that maintenance of the NAAQS can no longer be assumed. Therefore, the 
LMP cannot be reinstated by fiirther recalculations of the design values at this point. Once the LMP is 
determined to no longer be in effect, a full maintenance plan should be developed and submitted within 
18months of the determination. 

Treatment of data used to calculate the design values. 

Flagged Particulate Matter Data: 

Three policies allow PM-IO data to be flagged for special consideration: 

. ExceptionalEvents Policy (1986) for data affected by infrequentevents 
such as industrial accidents or structural fires near a monitoring site; . 


. 

Natural Events Policy (1996) for data affected by wildfires, high winds, 
and volcanic and seismic activities, and; 
Interim Air Quality Policy on Wildland and Prescribed Fires for data 
affected by wildland fires that are managed to achieve resource 
benefits. 

We will treat data affected by these events consistently with these previously-
issued policies. We expect Statesto consider all data (unflagged and flagged) 
when determining the design value. The EPA Regional ofices will work with 
the State to determine the validity of flagged data. Flagged data may be 
excluded on a case-by-case basis depending on State documentation of the 
circumstancesjustifiing flags. Data flagged as affected by exceptionalor 
natural events will generally not be used when determining the design value. 
However, in order for data affected by a natural event to be excluded, an 
adequate Natural Events Action Plan is required as described in the Natural 
Events policy. 

Data flagged as affected by wildland and prescribed fires will be used in 
detennining the design value. If the State is addressing wildland and prescribed 
fire use with the application of smoke management programs, the State may 
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submit an LMP if the design value is too high only as a result of the fire-affected 
data. 

We are in the process of developinga policy to address agriculttiral burning. 
When it is finalized we will amend the LMP option to account for the new 
policy. 

V. What should an LMP consist of? 

Under the LMP, we will continue to satisfy the requirementsof Section 107(d)(3)(E)of the Act 
which provides that a nonattainment area can be redesignated to attainment only if the followingcriteria 
are met: 

1. 	 The EPA has determined that the NAAQS for the applicable pollutant has been 
attained. 

2. The EPA has fiilly approved the applicable implementation plan under section 1lO(k). 
3. 	 The EPA has determined that the improvement in air quality is due to permanent 

and enforceable reductions in emissions. 
4. 	 The State has met all applicable requirements for the area under section 1 10 and part 

D. 
5. 	 The EPA has filly approved a maintenance plan, including a contingencyplan, for the 

area under section 175A. 

However, there are some differencesbetween what our previous guidance (the Calcagni 
memo) recommends that States include in a maintenance plan submission and what we are 
recommending under this policy for areas that qiiaIiQ for the LMP. The most important difference is 
that under the LMP the demonstration of maintenance is presumed to be satisfied. The following is a 
list of core provisionswhich should be included in an LMP submission. Note that any final EPA 
determinationregarding the adequacy of an LMP will be made following review of the plan submitted in 
light of the particular circumstances facing the area proposed for redesignation and based upon all 
available information. 

a. Attainment Plan 

The State's approved attainmentplan should include an emissions inventory (attainment 
inventory) which can be used to demonstrateattainmentof the NAAQS. The inventory should 
represent emissions during the same five-year period associated with the air quality data used to 
determine whether the area meets the applicability requirements of this policy (Le., the most recent five 
years of air quality data). If the attainment inventory year is not one of the most recent five years, but 
the State can show that the attainment inventory did not change significantly during that five-year period, 
it may still be used to satisfy the policy. If the attainment inventory is determined to not be 
representative ofthe most recent 5 years, a new inventory must be developed. The State should 
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review its inventory every three years to ensure emissions growth is incorporated in the attainment 
inventory if necessary. 

b. Maintenance Demonstration 

The maintenance demonstrationrequirement of the Act will be considered to be satisfied for the 
moderate PM,ononattainment areas meeting the air quality criteria discussed above. If the tests 
described in Section 1V are met, we will treat that as a demonstration that the area will maintain the 
NAAQS. Consequently, there is no need to project emissions over the maintenance period. 

c. Important elements that should be contained within the redesignation request 

1. Monitoring Network Verification of Continued Attainment 

To verifjl the attainment status of the area over the maintenance period, the 
maintenance plan should contain a provision to assure continued operation of an 
appropriate, EPA-approved air quality monitoring network, in accordance with 
40 CFR part 58. This is particularly important for areas using an LMP because 
there will be no cap on emissions. 

2. Contingency Plan 

Section 175A of the Act states that a maintenance plan must include 
contingency provisions, as necessary, to promptly correct any violation of the 
NAAQS which may occur after redesignationof the area to attainment. These 
contingency measures do not have to be fully adopted at the time of 
redesignation. However, the contingency plan is considered to be an 
enforceable part of the SIP and the State should ensure that the contingency 
measures are adopted as soon as possible once they are triggered by a specific 
event. The contingency plan should identifjl the measures to be adopted, and 
provide a schedule and procedure for adoption and implementation of the 
measures if they are required. 
Normally, the implementation of contingency measures is triggered by a 
violation of the NAAQS but the State may wish to establish other triggers to 
prevent a violation of the NAAQS, such as an exceedance of the NAAQS. 
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3. Approved attainment plan and section 1 10 and part D CAA requirements: 

In accordance with the CAA, areas seeking to be redesignated to attainment 
under the LMP policy must have an attainment plan that has been approved by 
EPA, pursuant to section 107(d)(3)(E). The plan must include all control 
measures that were relied on by the State to demonstrate attainment of the 
NAAQS. The State must aiso ensure that the CAA recluirernents for PM,, 
pursuant to section 110 and part D of the Act have been satisfied. To comply 
with the statute, the LMP should clearly indicate that all controls that were 
relied on to demonstrate attainment will remain in place. If a State wishes to 
roll back or eliminate controls, the area can no longer quali@ for the LMP and 
the area will become subject to fill1 maintenance plan requirements within 18 
months of the determination that the LMP is no longer in effect. 

V. How is Conformity treated under the LMP option? 

The transportation conformity rule (40 CFR parts 5 1 and 93) and the general conformity rule 
(58 FR 63214; November 30, 1993) apply to nonattainment areas and maintenance areas operating 
under maintenance plans. Under either conformity rule one means of demonstratingconformity of 
Federal actions is to indicate that expected emissions from planned actions are consistentwith the 
emissions budget for the area. Emissions budgets in LMP areas may be treated as essentially not 
constraining for the length of the maintenance period because it is unreasonableto expect that an area 
satisfyingthe LMP criteria will experience so much growth during that period of time such that a 
violation of the PM,, NAAQS would result. While this policy does not exempt an area from the need 
to affirm conformity, it does allow the area to demonstrate conformitywithout undertaking certain 
requirements of these rules. For transportation conformity purposes, EPA would be concluding that 
emissions in these areas need not be capped for the maintenance period, and, therefore, a regional 
emissions analysis would not be required. Similarly, Federal actions subject to the general conformity 
rule could be considered to satis@ the “budget test” specified in section 93.158 (a)(S)(i)(A) of the rule, 
for the same reasons that the budgets are essentially considered to be unlimited. 

EPA approval of an LMP will provide that if the LMP criteria are no longer satisfied and a full 
maintenance plan must be developed to meet CAA requirements (see Calcagni Memo referenced in 
footnote #2 for fill1 maintenance plan guidance), the approval of the LMP would remain applicable for 
conformity purposes only until the fi i l l  maintenance plan is submitted and EPA has found its motor 
vehicle emissions budgets adequate for conformity purposes under 40 CFR parts 51 and 93. EPA will 
condition its approval of all LMPs in this fashion because in the case where the LMP criteria are not 
met and a Fidl maintenance plan is required EPA believes that LMPs would no longer be an appropriate 
mechanism for assuring maintenance of the standards. 

For further information concerning the LMP option for moderate PM,oareas please contact 
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Gary Blais at (9 19) 54 1-3223, or for questions about the CDV approach contact Dr. Shao-Hang Chu 
at (9 19) 541-5382. For information concerning transportation conformity requirements, please contact 
Meg Patulski of the Office ofTransportation and Air Quality at (734) 214-4842. 
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OAQPS/AQSSD/IPSG:GBIais:NPerry,x5628 

G:\user\share\nrpfiles\wpfiles\beal\LMP.wpd 



ATTACHMENT B: 
MOTOR VEHICLE REGIONAL ANALYSIS METHODOLOGY 

The following methodology is used to determine whether increased emissions fi-om on-road mobile 
sources could, in the next 10 years, increase concentrationsin the area and threaten the assumption of 
maintenance that underlies the LMP policy. This analysis must be submitted and approved in order to 
be eligible for the LMP option. 

The following equation should be used: 

DV f(VMT,, xDV,,,) < MOS 

Where: 

DV = the area's design value based on the most recent 5 years of quality 
assured data in pg/m3 

VMTpi= the projected % increase in vehicle miles traveled (VMT) over the next 
10 years 

DV,,, = motor vehicle design value based on on-road mobile portion of the 
attainment year inventory in p g / d  

MOS = margin of safety for the relevant PM-IO standard for a given area: 40 
pg/d for the annual standard or 98 &m3 for the 24-hour standard 

Please note that DV,,, is derived by multiplying DV by the percentage of the attainment year inventory 
represented by on-road mobile sources. This variable should be based on both primary and secondary 
PM,, emissions of the on-road mobile portion of the attainmentyear inventory, including re-entrained 
road dust. 

States should consult with EPA regarding the three inputs used in the above calculation, and all EPA 
comments and concerns regarding inputs and results should be addressed prior to submittinga limited 
maintenance plan and redesignation request. 

The VMT growth rate (VMT,,) should be calculated through the following methods: 

1) an extrapolation of the most recent 10 years of Highway Performance Monitoring System (HPMS) 
data over the 10-year period to be addressed by the limited maintenance plan; and 

2) a projection of VMT over the 10-year period that would be covered by the limited maintenance 
plan, using whatever method is in practice in the area (if differentthan #l). 

-	 Areas where method # 1 is the current practice for calculatingVMT do not also have to do calculation 
#2, although this is encouraged. All other areas should use methods # I  and #2, and "/ITpi is 
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whichever growth rate produced by methods #1 and #2 is highest. Areas will be expected to use 
transportationmodels for method #2, if transportation models are available. Areas without 
transportation models shodd use reasonable professional practice. 

Examples 

1 .  DV = 80 pgh3 
VMT,i = 36% 
DV,,,, = 30 pdm' 

MOS = 98 pdtd for 24-hour I'M-1 0 standard 


80 + (.36 * 30) = 91 

Less than 98 -Area passes regional analysis criterion. 

2. 	 DV = 35 &m3 
VMT,i = 25% 
DV,,, = 6 pghr? 
MOS = 40 pg/m3for annual PM-I 0 standard 

35 + (.25 * 6) = 37 

Less than 40 -Area passes regional analysis criterion. 

3. 	 DV = 115 pdm' 
VMT,i = 25% 
DV,,, = 60 pdir? 
MOS = 98 pgh? for 24-hour PM-IO standard 

115 + (.25 * 60) = 130 

More than 98 -Area does not pass criterion. Full section 175A maintenance plan required. 
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Table of 2nd-HighestCO Values in Connecticut 
1975 - 2003 
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APPENDIX C 


MOBILE6.2 Input and Output Files 

The enclosed compact disc contains all MOBILE6.2 input and output files 
used to develop carbon monoxide emission estimates from on-road mobile 
sources for the years 2002,2015, and 2020. (Note that the 2015 and 2020 

runs provide conservatively high CO estimates because they do not account 
for either reformulated gasoline or the vehicle emissions testing program.) 

Please contact the Paul Bodner of the CTDEP (860-424-3383) if you are 
unable to access the files on the compact disc. 



APPENDIX D 


NONROAD Model Input and Output Files 




-. Emission Totals by Source Classification and Pollutant 
All Fuels Tons/Day The State of Connecticut 


2002 CT Winter - Typical Winter Weekday 

Typical weekday for Winter Season, 2002 

Date of Model Run: May 11 115953:  2004 Today's Date: 5/11/2004 


Source 
Classification 

Agricultural Equipment 

Airport Equipment 

Commercial Equipment 

Exhaust Exhaust Exhaust Exhaust Exhaust Exhaust 
voc NOx co PM2.5 s o x  c 0 2  

~ 

0.03 0.20 0.23 0.02 0.02 14.82 

0.01 0.10 0.1 1 0.01 0.01 

6.03 5.87 152.82 0.44 0.40 602.62 

Construction and Mining Equipment 2.70 15.91 21.65 1.38 1.86 1,334.58 


Industrial Equipment 3.90 19.25 80.26 0.54 0.73 1,278.98 


Lawn and Garden Equipment (Com) 16.19 2.35 111.44 0.62 0.12 285.32 


Lawn and Garden Equipment (Res) 3.91 0.50 31.56 0.10 0.01 7 1.52 


Logging Equipment 0.02 0.02 0.1 1 0.00 0.00 


Pleasure Craft 0.91 0.11 2.39 0.05 0.01 17.54 


Railroad Equipment 0.03 0.15 0.37 0.02 0.01 10.34 

-

Recreational Equipment 3.47 0.14 14.09 0.04 0.02 68.33 

Totals: 37.20 44.60 415.05 3.21 3.19 3,694.73 

.-

Core Model Ver 2.24 May 2003 page I of 2 
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- Emission Totals by Source Classification and Pollutant 
All Fuels Tons/Day The State of Connecticut 

2002 CT Winter - Typical Winter Weekday 

Typical weekday for Winter Season, 2002 

Date of Model Run: May 11 11:59:53: 2004 Today's Date: 5/11/2004 


Source 
Classification 

Agricultural Equipment 

Airport Equipment 

Commercial Equipment 

Crankcase Diurnal Vapor Spillage Total 
voc VOC Displacement voc voc 

voc 
~ 

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.03 

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 

0.18 0.11 0.12 0.25 6.69 

Construction and Mining Equipment 0.06 0.01 0.01 0.00 2.79 

Industrial Equipment 1.oo 0.01 0.03 0.01 4.94 

Lawn and Garden Equipment (Com) 0.04 0.07 0.10 1.26 17.66 

Lawn and Garden Equipment (Res) 0.00 0.31 0.03 0.35 4.60 

Logging Equipment 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.02 

Pleasure Craft 0.00 2.03 0.01 0.00 2.94 

Railroad Equipment 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.04-
Recreational Equipment 0.00 0.05 0.03 0.03 3.58 

Totals: 1.28 2.59 0.32 1.90 43.30 

NONROAD Core Model Ver 2.2d. May 2003 page 2 of 2 



LMP2002A.MSG 

EPA’s NONROAD Emissions Model, Core Model Ver 2.2d, May 2003 May 11 11:59:46: 2004 


* * *  Output Files * * *  

Output data file :c:\nonroad\colrnpr-l\lmp2002a.out 


* * *  Input Files * * *  

Options file :C:\NONROAD\COLMPR-l\LMP2002A.OPT 

Allocation XREF file:c:\nonroad\data\allocate\allocate.xrf 

Activity file :c:\nonroad\data\activity\activity.dat 

State/Regions file :c:\nonroad\data\season\season.dat 

Seasonality file :c:\nonroad\data\season\season.dat 

Tech fractions file :c:\nonroad\data\tech\tech.dat 


* * *  Population Files * * *  

:c:\nonroad\data\pop\ct.pop 


*** Emission Factors Files * * *  

BSFC file :c:\nonroad\data\emsfac\bsfc.emf 

THC EXHAUST file :c:\nonroad\data\emsfac\exhthc.emf 

CO EXHAUST file :c:\nonroad\data\emsfac\exhco.emf 

NOX EXHAUST file :c:\nonroad\data\emsfac\exhnox.emf 

CO2 EXHAUST file : Not Supplied. 

SOX EXHAUST file : Not Supplied. 

PM EXHAUST file :c:\nonroad\data\emsfac\exhpm.emf 

CRANKCASE file :c:\nonroad\data\emsfac\crank.emf 

HOT SOAKS file : Not Supplied. 

DIURNAL file :c:\nonroad\data\emsfac\diurnal.emf 

REFUELING file : Not Supplied. 

SPILLAGE file :c:\nonroad\data\emsfac\spillage.emf 

RUNINGLOSS file : Not Supplied. 

RESTNGLOSS file : Not Supplied. 


* * *  Deterioration Factors Files *** 

THC EXHAUST file :c:\nonroad\data\detfac\exhthc.det 

CO EXHAUST file :c:\nonroad\data\detfac\exhco.det 

NOX EXHAUST file :c:\nonroad\data\detfac\exhnox.det 

CO2 EXHAUST file : Not Supplied. 

SOX EXHAUST file : Not Supplied.

PM EXHAUST file :c:\nonroad\data\detfac\exhpm.det

CRANKCASE file : Not Supplied.

HOT SOAKS file : Not Supplied 

DIURNAL file : Not Supplied 

REFUELING file : Not Supplied 

SPILLAGE file : Not Supplied 

RUNINGLOSS file : Not Supplied 

RESTNGLOSS file : Not Supplied 


* * *  Spatial Allocation F les * * *  

:c:\nonroad\data\allocate\ct-airtr.alo 

:c:\nonroad\data\allocate\ct-coal.alo 

:c:\nonroad\data\allocate\ct-const.alo 

:c:\nonroad\data\allocate\ct-farms.alo 

:c:\nonroad\data\allocate\ct-go1f.alo

:c:\nonroad\data\allocate\ct-ho1sl.alo 

:c:\nonroad\data\allocate\ct-house.alo 

:c:\nonroad\data\allocate\ct-1oggn.alo

:c:\nonroad\data\allocate\ct-1scap.alo

:c:\nonroad\data\allocate\ct-mnfg.alo

:c:\nonroad\data\allocate\ct-oil.alo 

:c:\nonroad\data\allocate\ct-pop.alo

:c:\nonroad\data\allocate\ct-rvprk.alo

:c:\nonroad\data\allocate\ct-sbc.alo 

:c:\nonroad\data\allocate\ct-sbr.alo 

:c:\nonroad\data\allocate\ct-snowm.alo 

:c:\nonroad\data\allocate\ct-wib.alo 

:c:\nonroad\data\allocate\ct-wob.alo 
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-- 

LMP2002A.MSG 


*** Growth Indicator Files *** 

:c:\nonroad\data\growth\nation.grw 

*** Scenario Specific Parameters * * *  

First Title line :2002 CT Winter -

Second Title line : 

Fuel RVP (psi) : 13.90 

Fuel Oxygen weight % :  2.00 

Gasoline Sulfur % : 0.0339 

Diesel Sulfur % : 0.2318 

LPG/CNG S u l f u r  % : 0.0030 

Minimum Temperature : 19.90 

Maximum Temperature : 37.00 

Average Ambient Temp: 28.60 

Altitude of region :LOW 

Stage 11 Control % : 0.00 


* * *  Period Parameters * * *  

Year of Inventory :2002 

Inventory for :SEASONAL period 

Emissions summed for:TYPICAL DAY 

Season :WINTER 

Day of week :WEEKDAY 


* * *  Region of Interest *** 

Typical Winter Weekday 


Region level : State-level estimates 
States of Interest 

:09000 - Connecticut 

*** Equipment Types * * *  

All equipment types. 


**** Number of Population Records Found * * * *  

09000 Connecticut : 1054 
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LMP2015.MSG 

EPA's NONROAD Emissions Model, Core Model Ver 2.2d, May 2003 May 07 15:50:54: 2004 


* * *  Output Files * * *  

Output data file :c:\nonroad\outputs\lmp2015.out 


* * *  Input Files * * *  

Options file :C:\NONROAD\LMP2015.OPT 

Allocation XREF file:c:\nonroad\data\allocate\allocate.xrf 

Activity file :c:\nonroad\data\activity\activity.dat 

State/Regions file :c:\nonroad\data\season\season.dat 

Seasonality file :c:\nonroad\data\season\season.dat 

Tech fractions file :c:\nonroad\data\tech\tech.dat 


* * *  Population Files * * *  

:c:\nonroad\data\pop\ct.pop 


* * *  Emission Factors Files * * *  

BSFC file :c:\nonroad\data\emsfac\bsfc.emf 

THC EXHAUST file :c:\nonroad\data\emsfac\exhthc.emf 

CO EXHAUST file :c:\nonroad\data\emsfac\exhco.emf 

NOX EXHAUST file :c:\nonroad\data\emsfac\exhnox.emf 

C02 EXHAUST file : Not Supplied. 

SOX EXHAUST file : Not Supplied. 

PM EXHAUST file :c:\nonroad\data\emsfac\exhpm.emf 

CRANKCASE file :c:\nonroad\data\emsfac\crank.emf 

HOT SOAKS file : Not Supplied. 

DIURNAL file :c:\nonroad\data\emsfac\diurnal.emf 

REFUELING file : Not Supplied. 

SPILLAGE file :c:\nonroad\data\emsfac\spillage.emf 

RUNINGLOSS file : Not Supplied. 

RESTNGLOSS file : Not Supplied. 


* * *  Deterioration Factors Files * * *  

THC EXHAUST file 
CO EXHAUST file 

NOX EXHAUST file 

C02 EXHAUST file 

SOX EXHAUST file 

PM EXHAUST file 

CRANKCASE file 

HOT SOAKS file 

DIURNAL file 

REFUELING file 

SPILLAGE file 

RUNINGLOSS file 

RESTNGLOSS file 


:c:\nonroad\data\detfac\exhthc.det 

:c:\nonroad\data\detfac\exhco.det 

:c:\nonroad\data\detfac\exhnox.det 

: Not Supplied. 

: Not Supplied. 

:c:\nonroad\data\detfac\exhpm.det 

: Not Supplied. 

: Not Supplied. 

: Not Supplied. 

: Not Supplied. 

: Not Supplied. 

: Not Supplied. 

: Not Supplied. 


***  Spatial Allocation Files * * *  

:c:\nonroad\data\allocate\ct-airtr.alo 

:c:\nonroad\data\allocate\ct_coal.al.alo 
:c:\nonroad\data\allocate\ct-const.alo 

:c:\nonroad\data\allocate\ct-farms.alo 

:c:\nonroad\data\allocate\ct-golf.alo

:c:\nonroad\data\allocate\ct-holsl.alo 

:c:\nonroad\data\allocate\ct-house.alo 

:c:\nonroad\data\allocate\ct-1oggn.alo

:c:\nonroad\data\allocate\ct-1scap.alo

:c:\nonroad\data\allocate\ct-nnfg.alo

:c:\nonroad\data\allocate\ct-oil.alo 

:c:\nonroad\data\allocate\ct-pop.alo

:c:\nonroad\data\allocate\ct-rvprk.alo

:c:\nonroad\data\allocate\ct-sbc.alo 

:c:\nonroad\data\allocate\ct-sbr.alo 

:c:\nonroad\data\allocate\ct-snom.alo 

:c:\nonroad\data\allocate\ct-wib.alo 

:c:\nonroad\data\allocate\ct-wob.alo 
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LMP2015.MSG 


* * *  Growth Indicator Files * * *  

:c:\nonroad\data\growth\nation.grw 


* * *  Scenario Specific Parameters *** 

First Title line :2015 CT WINTER - TYPICAL WINTER WEEKDAY 

Second Title line :ASSUMES NO RFG (OXY WEIGHT = 0.0%)

Fuel RVP (psi) : 13.90 

Fuel Oxygen weight % :  0.00 

Gasoline Sulfur % : 0.0339 

Diesel Sulfur % : 0.2318 

LPG/CNG Sulfur % : 0.0030 

Minimum Temperature : 19.90 

Maximum Temperature : 37.00 

Average Ambient Temp: 28.60 

Altitude of region :LOW 

Stage 11 Control % : 0.00 


***  Period Parameters * * *  

Year of Inventory :2015 

Inventory for :SEASONAL period

Emissions summed for:TYPICAL DAY 

Season :WINTER 

Day of week :WEEKDAY 


* * *  Region of Interest ***  

Region level : State-level estimates 
States of Interest 

:09000 - Connecticut 

* * *  Equipment Types * * *  

All equipment types. 


* * * *  Number of Population Records Found * * * *  

09000 Connecticut : 1054 
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-- Emission Totals by Source Classification and Pollutant 
All Fuels TonsLDay The State of Connecticut 
2015 CT Winter - Typical Winter Weekday 
Assumes no RFG (Oxy weight = 0.0%) 
Typical weekday for Winter Season, 20 15 
Date of Model Run: May 07 15:43:53: 2004 Today's Date: 5/7/2004 

Source Exhaust Exhaust Exhaust Exhaust Exhaust Exhaust 
Classification voc NOx co PM2.5 s o x  c02 

Agricultural Equipment 


Airport Equipment 


Commercial Equipment 


Construction and Mining Equipment 


Industrial Equipment 


Lawn and Garden Equipment (Corn) 


Lawn and Garden Equipment (Res) 


Logging Equipment 


Pleasure Craft 


Railroad Equipment 


Recreational Equipment 


Totals: 

Core Model Vet-2.24 May 2003 

0.02 0.15 0.24 0.02 

0.01 0.08 0.14 0.01 

4.61 6.24 254.43 0.43 

1.51 11.39 22.52 1.20 

3.93 22.14 82.34 0.58 

14.36 2.24 159.38 0.73 

3.52 0.42 46.10 0.12 

0.0 1 0.01 0.17 0.00 

0.45 0.14 2.70 0.04 

0.03 0.13 0.44 0.02 

4.87 0.14 20.87 0.05 

33.31 43.07 589.31 3.17 

0.03 19.48 

0.02 13.58 

0.57 841.09 

2.51 1,796.21 

1.01 1,693.61 

0.17 370.25 

0.02 85.01 

0.00 

0.01 19.78 

0.02 14.76 

0.02 94.52 

4.39 4,950.47 
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Emission Totals by Source Classification and Pollutant
I 

All Fuels Tons/Day The State of Connecticut 
2015 CT Winter - Typical Winter Weekday 
Assumes no RFG (Oxy weight = 0.0%) 
Typical weekday for Winter Season, 2015 
Date of Model Run: May 07 15:43:53: 2004 Today's Date: 5/7/2004 

Source Crankcase Diurnal Vapor Spillage Total 
Classification voc VOC Displacement voc voc 

voc 
~ 

Agricultural Equipment 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.02 

Airport Equipment 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 

Commercial Equipment 0.13 0.16 0.15 0.3 1 5.36 

Construction and Mining Equipment 0.04 0.01 0.01 0.00 1.58 

Industrial Equipment 1.17 0.00 0.01 0.00 5.11 

Lawn and Garden Equipment (Com) 0.05 0.08 0.11 1.34 15.94 

Lawn and Garden Equipment (Res) 0.00 0.40 0.03 0.37 4.32 

Logging Equipment 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 

Pleasure Craft 0.00 2.23 0.01 0.00 2.70 
- Railroad Equipment 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.03 

Recreational Equipment 0.00 0.08 0.04 0.05 5.04 

Totals: 1.40 2.98 0.36 2.08 40.12 
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LMP2020.MSG 

EPA's NONROAD Emissions Model, Core Model Ver 2.2d, May 2003 May 07 16135:41: 2004 


* * *  Output Files * * *  

Output data file :c:\nonroad\colrnpr-l\lmp202O.out 


* * *  Input Files * * *  

Options file :C:\NONROAD\COLMPR-l\LMP2020.0PT 

Allocation XREF file:c:\nonroad\data\allocate\allocate.xrf 

Activity file :c:\nonroad\data\activity\activity.dat 

State/Regions file :c:\nonroad\data\season\season.dat 

Seasonality file :c:\nonroad\data\season\season.dat 

Tech fractions file :c:\nonroad\data\tech\tech.dat 


* * *  Population Files * * *  

:c:\nonroad\data\pop\ct.pop 


* * *  Emission Factors Files * * *  

BSFC file :c:\nonroad\data\emsfac\bsfc.emf 

THC EXHAUST file :c:\nonroad\data\emsfac\exhthc.emf 

CO EXHAUST file :c:\nonroad\data\emsfac\exhco.emf 

NOX EXHAUST file :c:\nonroad\data\emsfac\exhnox.emf 

C02 EXHAUST file : Not Supplied. 

SOX EXHAUST file : Not Supplied. 

PM EXHAUST file :c:\nonroad\data\emsfac\exhpm.emf 

CRANKCASE file :c:\nonroad\data\emsfac\crank.emf 

HOT SOAKS file : Not Supplied. 

DIURNAL file :c:\nonroad\data\emsfac\diurnal.emf 

REFUELING file : Not Supplied. 

SPILLAGE file :c:\nonroad\data\emsfac\spillage.emf 

RUNINGLOSS file : Not Supplied. 

RESTNGLOSS file : Not Supplied. 


* * *  Deterioration Factors Files *** 

THC EXHAUST file :c:\nonroad\data\detfac\exhthc.det 

CO EXHAUST file :c:\nonroad\data\detfac\exhco.det 

NOX EXHAUST file :c:\nonroad\data\detfac\exhnox.det 

C02 EXHAUST file : Not Supplied.

SOX EXHAUST file : Not Supplied.

PM EXHAUST file :c:\nonroad\data\detfac\exhpm.det 

CRANKCASE file : Not Supplied. 

HOT SOAKS file : Not Supplied 

DIURNAL file : Not Supplied 

REFUELING file : Not Supplied 

SPILLAGE file : Not Supplied 

RUNINGLOSS file : Not Supplied 

RESTNGLOSS file : Not Supplied 


* * *  Spatial Allocation F les *** 

:c:\nonroad\data\allocate\ct-airtr.alo 

:c:\nonroad\data\allocate\ct-coal.alo 

:c:\nonroad\data\allocate\ct-const.alo 

:c:\nonroad\data\allocate\ct-farms.alo 

:c:\nonroad\data\allocate\ct-go1f.alo

:c:\nonroad\data\allocate\ct-ho1sl.alo 

:c:\nonroad\data\allocate\ct-house.alo 

:c:\nonroad\data\allocate\ct-1oggn.alo

:c:\nonroad\data\allocate\ct-1scap.alo

:c:\nonroad\data\allocate\ct-mnfg.alo

:c:\nonroad\data\allocate\ct-oil.alo 

:c:\nonroad\data\allocate\ct-pop.alo

:c:\nonroad\data\allocate\ct-rvprk.alo

:c:\nonroad\data\allocate\ct-sbc.alo 

:c:\nonroad\data\allocate\ct-sbr.alo 

:c:\nonroad\data\allocate\ct-snom.alo 

:c:\nonroad\data\allocate\ct-wib.alo 

:c:\nonroad\data\allocate\ct-wob.alo 
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LMP2020.MSG 


* * *  Growth Indicator Files * * *  

:c:\nonroad\data\growth\nation.grw 

* * *  Scenario Specific Parameters * * *  

First Title line :2020 CT WINTER -

Second Title line :ASSUMES NO RFG 

Fuel RVP (psi) : 13.90 

Fuel Oxygen weight % :  0.00 

Gasoline Sulfur % : 0.0339 

Diesel Sulfur % : 0.2318 

LPG/CNG Sulfur % : 0.0030 

Minimum Temperature : 19.90 

Maximum Temperature : 37.00 

Average Ambient Temp: 2 8 . 6 0  

Altitude of region :LOW 

Stage 11 Control % : 0.00 


*** Period Parameters * * *  

Year of Inventory :2020 

Inventory for :SEASONAL period

Emissions summed for:TYPICAL DAY 

Season :WINTER 

Day of week :WEEKDAY 


* * *  Region of Interest * * *  

TYPICAL WINTER WEEKDAY 
(OXY WEIGHT = 0.0%) 

Region level : State-level estimates 
States of Interest 

:09000 - Connecticut 

* * *  Equipment Types * * *  

All equipment types. 


* * * *  Number of Population Records Found **** 

09000 Connecticut : 1054 
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Emission Totals by Source Classification and Pollutant 
All Fuels Tons/Day The State of Connecticut 
2020 CT WINTER - TYPICAL WINTER WEEKDAY 
ASSUMES NO RFG (OXY WEIGHT = 0.0%) 
Typical weekday for Winter Season, 2020 
Date of Model Run: May 07 16:35:48: 2004 Today's Date: 5/7/2004 

Source Exhaust Exhaust Exhaust Exhaust Exhaust Exhaust 
Classification voc NOx co PM2.5 s o x  c02 

__ 

Agricultural Equipment 0.01 0.14 0.25 0.01 0.03 21.04 

Airport Equipment 0.01 0.08 0.14 0.0 1 0.02 15.42 

Commercial Equipment 4.99 6.58 280.62 0.43 0.64 933.09 

Construction and Mining Equipment 1.44 11.24 22.92 1.26 2.73 1,951.50 

Industrial Equipment 4.10 23.73 83.66 0.63 1.10 1,830.01 

Lawn and Garden Equipment (Com) 15.36 2.38 170.85 0.78 0.19 402.21 

Lawn and Garden Equipment (Res) 3.76 0.45 49.43 0.12 0.02 91.13 

Logging Equipment 


Pleasure Craft 


Railroad Equipment 


Recreational Equipment 


Totals: 

0.01 0.01 0.19 0.00 0.00 

0.40 0.15 2.68 0.04 0.01 20.54 

0.02 0.12 0.44 0.02 0.02 16.30 

4.99 0.14 21.38 0.05 0.02 96.96 

35.09 45.03 632.56 3.35 4.79 5,380.28 
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Emission Totals by Source Classification and Pollutant 
All Fuels Tonsmay The State of Connecticut 
2020 CT WINTER - TYPICAL WINTER WEEKDAY 
ASSUMES NO RFG (OXY WEIGHT = 0.0%) 
Typical weekday for Winter Season, 2020 
Date of Model Run: May 07 16:35:48:2004 Today's Date: 5/7/2004 

Source Crankcase Diurnal Vapor Spillage Total 
Classification voc VOC Displacement voc voc 

voc 
__ 

Agricultural Equipment 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.02 

Airport Equipment 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 

Commercial Equipment 0.15 0.18 0.16 0.34 5.83 

Construction and Mining Equipment 0.04 0.01 0.01 0.00 1.51 

Industrial Equipment 1.24 0.00 0.00 0.00 5.34 

Lawn and Garden Equipment (Com) 0.05 0.09 0.12 I .43 17.06 

Lawn and Garden Equipment (Res) 0.00 0.43 0.03 0.40 4.62 

Logging Equipment 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 

Pleasure Craft 0.00 2.3 1 0.01 0.00 2.72 

-_ Railroad Equipment 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.02 

Recreational Equipment 0.00 0.09 0.04 0.05 5.17 

Totals: 1.48 3.12 0.38 2.23 42.30 
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APPENDIX E 

Public Hearing Materials 

0 Notice of Hearing on SIP Revision 

0 Delegation of Hearing Officer 



STATE OF CONNECTICUT 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION 


Notice of Intent to Revise the State Implementation Plan for Air Quality 

The Commissioner of Environmental Protection hereby gives notice of a public hearing as part of 
a proceeding to revise the State Implementation Plan ("SIP") for air quality required by the Clean 
Air Act Amendments of 1990 (the "Act"). The public hearing will address a proposed revision 
to the SIP to request the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency's ("EPA's") approval for limited 
maintenance plans for three Connecticut carbon monoxide ("CO") attainment/maintenance areas: 
Hartford-New Britain-Middletown ("Hartford"); New Haven-Meriden-Waterbury ("New 
Haven"); and the Connecticut Portion of the New York-Northern New Jersey-Long Island 
("Southwest Connecticut") area. This revision will be submitted to EPA for review and 
approval. This proposed revision is described in detail below. 

All interested persons are invited to comment on the proposed revision. Comments should be 
submitted to the Department of Environmental Protection, Bureau of Air Management, Planning 
and Standards Division, 79 Elm Street, Hartford, Connecticut 06106-5127. All comments should 
be directed to the attention of Patricia Downes and must be received by 4:30 PM on June 17, 
2004. Comments may be submitted by post, facsimile to (860) 424-4063 or by electronic mail to 
-downes(iT),po.state.ct.us. 


Revision to State Implementation Plan to Request Approval for Limited Maintenance Plans 
("LMPs") for the Hartford, the New Haven and the Connecticut Portion of the New York/New 
Jersey/Connecticut Carbon Monoxide Maintenance Areas: The purpose of this revision is to 
request approval for LMPs for the three Connecticut CO areas indicated above. These LMPs 
have been prepared based on a recommendation by EPA that adoption of such LMPs would be 
appropriate to replace the remainder of the first 10-year maintenance period for each of the three 
areas and to satisfy the requirement to submit a plan for the second 10-year maintenance period 
for each of the three areas. This revision is timely given the termination of the initial 
maintenance period for the Hartford CO area in 2005, the need to establish maintenance plans for 
the second 10-year period for each of the three areas and the significant decreases in ambient CO 
concentrations monitored throughout Connecticut. 

In addition to accepting written comments, the Department of Environmental Protection will also 
hold the public hearing described below. Any person appearing at the hearing is requested to 
submit a written copy of his or her statement. However, oral comments will also be made a part 
of the hearing record and are welcome. 

PUBLIC HEARING 

June 17,2004 a t  2PM 


Department of Environmental Protection, 5th Floor, Holconibe Room 

79 Elm Street, Hartford, CT 


Copies of the revision described above are available for public inspection during normal business 
hours and may be obtained from Patricia Downes at the Connecticut Department of 
Environmental Protection, Bureau of Air Management, Planning and Standards Division, 5th 
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79 Elm Street Hartford, CT 06106 - 5127 
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Floor, 79 Elm Street, Hartford, CT. Additional copies are also available for review at the Law 
Reference Desk at the Connecticut State Library, Torrington Public Library, New London Public 
Library and Bridgeport Public Library. For further information, contact Patricia Downes of the 
Bureau of Air Management at (860) 424-3027. 

The Department of Environmental Protection supports the goals of the Americans with 
Disabilities Act of 1990. Any individual who needs auxiliary aids for effective communication 
during this public hearing or in submitting public comments should contact the Office of 
Affirmative Action at (860) 424-3035 or 'I'DD (860) 424-3333 at least one week before the 
public hearing. 

The authority to adopt this revision is granted by sections 22a- an i  Qa-I  74 of the Connecticut 
General Statutes (C.G.S.). This notice is required pursuant to3.G.S. sections 22a-6 and 40 

4'
C.F.R. section 5 1.102. /' 1.' / 

Commissioier 



STATE OF CONNECTICUT 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION 


DELEGATION OF HEARING OFFICER 

In accordance with the provisions of section 22a-2 of the Connecticut General Statutes, 

Merrily A. Gere of the Bureau of Air Management is hereby appointed as Hearing Officer. The 

purpose of this delegation is to allow said Officer to conduct a hearing on June 17, 2004 and to 

render a proposed decision regarding a proposed revision of the State Implementation Plan 

("SIP") for air quality required by the Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990 (I'CAA''). This SIP 

revision will be submitted to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency ("EPAI') for review and 

approval pursuant to CAA. 


This revision consists of the documentation to request approval for limited maintenance plans 

("LMPs") for three Connecticut carbon monoxide ("CO") attainment/maintenance areas: 

Hartford-New Britain-Middletown ("Hartford"); New Haven-Meriden-Waterbury; and the 

Connecticut Portion of the New York-Northern New Jersey-Long Island area. These LMPs have 

been prepared based on a recommendation by EPA that adoption of such LMPs would be 

appropriate to replace the remainder of the first IO-year maintenance period for each of the three 

areas and to satis@ the requirement to subinit a plan for the second 10-year maintenance period 

for each of the three areas. This revision is timely given the termination of the initial 

maintenance period for the Hartford CO area in 2005, the need to establish maintenance plans for 


.- the second 10-year period for each of the three areas and the 
concentrations monitored throughout Connecticut. 

Date 
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